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Sir: 

This is an Appeal Brief in accordance with 37 C.F.R. § 1.192, filed in triplicate in support 
of Appellants' Notice of Appeal, filed February 26, 2003. Appeal is taken from the Final Office 
Action mailed September 30, 2002 (paper no. 12). Please charge any necessary fees in 
connection with this Appeal Brief to our Deposit Account No. 19-0733. 

I. REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest in this application is Microsoft Corporation, to which this 
application is assigned. 
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II. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

The present application is related to U.S. Patent Application 09/223,565 (filed December 
31, 1998), in which the Appellants have filed an Appeal Brief on May 24, 2002. 

III. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-9 are rejected. All of the pending claims are being appealed and are shown in 
the attached Appendix. 

The Final Office Action rejected all of the pending claims as follows: 

Claims 1, 2, and 5-7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No. 6,272,673, to Dale et al. 

Claims 3 and 8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,272,673, to Dale et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,960,436, to Chang, et al. 

Claims 4 and 9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,272,673, to Dale et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,275,935, to Barlow et al. and 
U.S. Patent No. 5,960,436, to Chang, et al. 



IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

No amendments have been entered subsequent to the Final Office Action dated 
September 30, 2002. 
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V. SUMMARY OF INVENTION 

In making reference herein to various portions of the specification and drawings in order 
to explain the claimed invention (as required by 37 C.F.R. § 1.192(c)(5)), Appellants do not 
intend to limit the claims; all references to the specification and drawings are illustrative unless 
otherwise explicitly stated. Also, references herein to various embodiments disclosed in the 
specification and drawings are not intended to limit the disclosed structures that correspond to 
those claim elements, if any, that might be interpreted as means-plus-function recitations. 

The specification describes a system and method for authoring text and computer- 
executable code, and automatically generating script (specification, page 1, lines 16-18). In one 
embodiment, design difficulties are alleviated by transporting documents across a server/client 
transition (specification page 16, lines 13-15). For example, objects may be conceptualized as 
moving between the various spaces (specification, page 17, lines 1-2) including the design space, 
the composition space and the interaction space (specification, page 17, lines 2-3 and 
specification, page 19, lines 25-26). In one example, an ASP page, including objects, instantiates 
an object with property information from memory (specification, page 20, lines 2-6). The object 
is transmitted from the composition space to the interaction space with persistence information 
(specification, page 20, lines 6-7 and Fig. 5). The persistence information that accompanies the 
object describes the properties of the object (specification, page 20, lines 8-10). An event may be 
received in the composition space from the browser (specification, page 20, lines 13-14). The 
object may be re-instantiated in the composition space and the event may be performed 
(specification, page 20, liens 16-18). The object may thus be transformed and transmitted back to 
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the interaction space with persistence information (specification, page 20, lines 17-19) and the 
persistence information may be stored in the interaction space (specification, page 20, lines 21- 
22). 

In another example, an object is created on a server (specification, page 21, line 18) and 
sent to a client with persistence information identifying the object (specification, page 21, lines 
18-19). An event is received from a client and the event is sent with the persistence information 
back to the server (specification, page 21, lines 20-22). The server re-instantiates the object, 
performs the event and sends the object back to the client with new persistence information 
(specification, page 21, lines 22-23). The server may not remember the object or the properties of 
the object because the client may provide this information to the server with each event 
(specification, page 21, lines 24-26). Thus, in this example, the object and all state information is 
discarded from the server (specification, page 21, lines 26-28). 

VI. ISSUES 

1. The facts do not support a case that claims 1, 2 and 5-7 are anticipated under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) because the prior art does not disclose each and every aspect of the claimed 
invention. 

2. The facts do not support a prima facie case that claims 3, 4, 8, and 9 are obvious 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) because the prior art does not teach or suggest each element of the 
claims. 
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VII. GROUPING OF CLAIMS 

In accordance with 37 C.F.R. § 1.192(c)(7), Appellants assert that the claims do not stand 
or fall together. The following groups of separately patentable claims should be recognized: 
GROUP I - Independent claims 1 and 6; and dependent claims 2, 3, 7, and 8. 
GROUP II -- Independent claims 4 and 9. 
GROUP III -- Independent claim 5. 

In accordance with 37 C.F.R. § 1.192(c)(7) - (8), separate arguments for patentability for 
Groups I-III are provided, infra. 

VIII. ARGUMENT 

A. Group I: Claims 1-3 and 6-8 are Patentable 



Claim 1 recites a system for transporting objects between a first and second machine, the 
system comprising a first processor on the first machine for executing code and instantiating an 
object on the first machine and an output for outputting the object with persistence information to 
the second machine wherein after the object is output from the first machine, a first processor 
deletes the instantiation of the object from the first machine. 

Dale discloses an application server 24a that causes a component 64 to be instantiated on 
the application server 24a (Dale, col. 12, lines 21-22 and Fig. 8B). However, Dale does not teach 
or suggest the application server 24a outputting the "component 64" with persistence information 



1. 



Claims 1. 2. 6 and 7 are Patentable, Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e), Over Dale 
etal. 
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to a second machine. Thus, even assuming arguendo that the application server 24a is equivalent 
to the first machine and the component 64 is equivalent to the object as the Office Action asserts, 
Dale still fails to disclose outputting the component 64 to a second machine. 

Alternatively, Dale discloses an application server 24a that causes a component 63 to be 
instantiated on a client 20a. However, Dale fails to disclose instantiating an object on the first 
machine, outputting the object with persistence information to a second machine and, after the 
object is output from the first machine, deleting the instantiation of the object from the first 
machine. Thus, even assuming arguendo that the application server 24a is equivalent to the first 
machine and the component 63 is equivalent to the object as the Office Action asserts, Dale still 
fails to disclose instantiating component 63 on the first machine (i.e., the application server 24a 
as per the Office Action's assumption), outputting the component 63 with persistence 
information to a second machine and after the component 63 is output from the application 
server 24a, deleting the instantiation of the component 63 from the application server 24a. 

Further, Dale does not disclose after the object is output from the first machine, the first 
processor deletes the instantiation of the object from the first machine as recited in claim 1. 
Because Dale does not disclose outputting the object from the first machine at all, Dale clearly 
does not disclose, after the object is output from the first machine, the first processor deletes the 
instantiation of the object from the first machine. The Final Office Action contends that Dale 
discloses that the object is "explicitly destroyed." See Final Office Action dated September 30, 
2002, page 3, line 7. However, Dale merely discloses that a component may be explicitly 
destroyed (col. 13, line 55) to indicate to other components that the explicitly destroyed 
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component is unregistered and no longer available. Dale does not disclose, after the object is 
output from the first machine, the first processor deletes the instantiation of the object from the 
first machine. Dale does not disclose outputting the object from the first machine at all. 

Moreover, Dale does not disclose persistence information. One of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made would have known that persistence information, as illustrated 
in the specification at pages 20-21, is information for which created objects continue to exist and 
retain their values between runs of a program or information that identifies an object. See, e.g., 
specification at page 21, line 19 and page 20, lines 1-22. The Final Office Action asserts that the 
persistence information as recited in claim 1 is equivalent to "designation information" as 
disclosed by Dale. See Final Office Action, page 7, lines 13-15. However, the "designation 
information" as disclosed by Dale is information that indicates on which tier the component is to 
be executed (col. 9, lines 27-31). The "designation information" does not provide information 
that identifies the object. Therefore, contrary to the Office Action's assertions, the "designation 
information" is not equivalent to persistence information. 

Claim 6 is similar to claim 1 and is allowable for at least the reasons set forth above for 
claim 1. 

Claims 2 and 7 are dependent from claims 1 and 6, respectively, and are therefore 
allowable for at least the reasons cited above for claims 1 and 6. 

The rejection is therefore improper. The rejection of claims 1, 2, 6 and 7 under 35 U.S. C. 
§ 102(e) should be reversed. 
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2. Claims 3 and 8 are Patentable. Under 35 U.S.C. $ 103(a^ Over Dale in view of 
Chang 

Claims 3 and 8 depend from claims 1 and 6, respectively. As set forth above, Dale does 
not teach or suggest claim 1 or claim 6. Chang does not make up for the deficiencies of Dale. 

Chang teaches that a client requests objects from a server, downloads the objects, stores 
the objects in a storage location, then disconnects from the server and records and executes 
transactions locally. After the transactions are recorded locally, the client reconnects with the 
server and the transactions are sent to the server and replayed at the server to modify objects at 
the server (col. 2, lines 1-6). Notably, Chang merely teaches a client performing transactions 
locally, and then sending the transactions to a server to be replayed at the server. Objects located 
at the server are modified based on the transactions being replayed at the server. The objects thus 
modified are stored at the server and are not disclosed as being output to a second machine. 
Chang does not teach or suggest outputting the object with persistence information to a second 
machine. Further, Chang does not teach or suggest after the object is output from the first 
machine, deleting the instantiation of the object from the first machine. 

The Final Office Action asserts that Chang discloses passing modified objects back to the 
server and concludes that based on this alleged disclosure, Chang supposedly renders claims 3 
and 8 obvious. However, the Office Action has failed to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness. Claims 3 and 8 do not recite "passing modified objects back to the server", 
however, even assuming arguendo that Claims 3 and 8 recited "passing modified objects back to 
the server" as the Office Action implies, Chang, either alone or in combination with Dale, still 
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does not teach or suggest claim 3 or 8. Chang merely sends transactions to a server and not 

"modified objects". Thus, contrary to the Office Action's assertions, Chang does not teach or 

suggest "passing modified objects back to the server." 

The prima facie case of obviousness fails. The rejection of claims 3 and 8 under 35 

U.S.C. § 103(a) should be reversed. 

B. Group II: Claims 4 and 9 are Patentable. Under 35 U.S.C. $ 103(a), Over 
Dale in view of Barlow and Chang 

Claim 4 recites an input in a first machine for receiving persistence information and an 
event from the second machine, a processor in the first machine for instantiating an object based 
in part on the persistence information, and an event handler in the first machine for handling the 
event in combination with modifying the object. 

Dale does not teach or suggest a first machine for receiving persistence information and 
an event from a second machine. Dale does not teach or suggest persistence information at all. 
The Final Office Action asserts that arrows illustrated in Fig. 3 of the Dale reference provide a 
teaching of "an input for receiving". See Final Office Action, page 8, lines 6-8. Even assuming 
arguendo that two-way arrows illustrated in Fig. 3 in fact demonstrate an "input for receiving", 
Dale still fails to teach or suggest the first machine for receiving persistence information and an 
event from a second machine. As stated above, the "designation information" that the Office 
Action attempts to equate with persistence information merely designates where the component 
is to be executed and is not equivalent to persistence information as one of ordinary skill in the 
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art would understand at the time the invention was made and as exemplified in the specification 
at pages 20-21. 

Chang does not make up for the deficiencies of Dale. Chang also does not teach or 
suggest persistence information, nor does the Final Office Action assert that Chang does. 

Claim 4 further recites modifying the object and outputting the modified object to the 
second machine. The Final Office Action concedes that Dale lacks this teaching but relies on 
Chang to make up for the deficits. However, Chang does not provide this teaching for reasons set 
forth above. Specifically, neither Dale nor Chang, either alone or in combination, teach or 
suggest modifying the object and outputting the modified object to the second machine. As 
described above, Dale does not modify the component at all but merely instantiates the 
component on a machine. Also, as described above, Chang merely discloses recording 
transactions locally by the client, reconnecting the client with a server, then sending the 
transactions (not the objects) to the server to be replayed at the server. Objects at the server are 
modified based on the transactions being replayed. The objects thus modified are stored at the 
server and are not disclosed as being output to a second machine. Thus, Chang does not teach or 
suggest an event handler in the first machine for handling the event in combination with 
modifying the object and an output for outputting the modified object to the second machine. 

The Final Office Action concedes that Barlow likewise does not teach or suggest 
outputting a modified object to a second machine by stating that, "Barlow was not used to teach 
modifying the object . . . Barlow was used to teach an event handler that handles the event." Final 
Office Action, page 8, lines 17-20. 
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Claim 9 is similar to claim 4 and is allowable for at least the reasons set forth above for 
claim 4. 

The prima facie case of obviousness fails. The rejection of claims 4 and 9 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) should be reversed. 

C. Group III: Claim 5 is Patentable. Under 35 U.S.C. g 102(e), Over Dale et al. 

Claim 5 recites a data structure for allowing the interchange of objects between a server 
and a client comprising persistence information associated with a first object representation. 

As described above, Dale discloses "designation information" in an applet tag that 
describes which tier a component is to be executed. However, Dale does not disclose persistence 
information. The Final Office Action at page 7, lines 13-15 asserts that the "designation 
information" disclosed by Dale is equivalent to the persistence information. However, the 
"designation information" of Dale is not equivalent to persistence information. Persistence 
information, as known by one of ordinary skill in the art and as illustrated in the specification at 
pages 20-21, is information for which created objects continue to exist and retain their values 
between runs of a program or information that identifies an object. See, e.g., specification at page 
21, line 19 and page 20, lines 1-22. Because the "designation information" of Dale merely 
provides information on where a component is to be executed and does not provide information 
that identifies an object or information for which created objects continue to exist and retain their 
values between runs of a program, "designation information" is not equivalent to persistence 
information. Thus, Dale fails to teach or suggest persistence information. 
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Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection is improper. The rejection of 
claim 5 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) should be reversed. 

IX. CONCLUSION 

For all of the foregoing reasons, Appellants respectfully submit that the final rejection of 
claims 1-9 is improper and should be reversed. 



BANNER & WITCOFF, LTD 
1001 G Street, N.W. 
Eleventh Floor 
Washington, D.C. 20001 
(202) 508-9100 
Dated: February 27, 2003 



Respectfully submitted, 




Christopher R. Glembocki 
Registration No. 38,800 
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APPENDIX 
CLAIMS INVOLVED IN THE APPEAL 

1 . A system for transporting objects between a first and second machine where said 
first machine is programmed in a first language and said second machine is programmed in a 
second language, said system comprising: 

a memory for storing code; 

a first processor on said first machine for executing said code and instantiating an object 
on said first machine; 

an output for outputting said object with persistence information to said second machine; 
wherein, after said object is output from said first machine, said first processor deletes the 
instantiation of said object from said first machine. 

2. The system according to claim 1 , further comprising: 

a second processor on said second machine for receiving said object with persistence 
information and allowing interaction with said object, said interaction creating events. 

3. The system according to claim 2, further comprising; 

an output of said second machine for outputting said events and said objects with said 
persistence information to said first machine, 
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wherein said first machine reinstantiates said objects based on said persistence 
information and handles said events as effecting said reinstantiated objects. 

4. A system for manipulating objects received at a first machine from a second 
machine, comprising: 

an input in said first machine for receiving persistence information and an event from said 
second machine; 

a processor in said first machine for instantiating an object based in part on said 
persistence information; 

an event handler in said first machine for handling said event in combination with 
modifying said object; 

an output for outputting said modified object to said second machine. 

5. A data structure for allowing the interchange of objects between a server and a 
client comprising: 

a first object representation; 

persistence information associated with said first object representation; 
event information relating to interaction with said object. 

6. A method for transporting objects between a first and second machine where said 
first machine is programmed in a first language and said second machine is programmed in a 
second language, said method comprising the steps of: 

storing a code in a memory; 

executing said code in a first processor on said first machine; 
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instantiating an object on said first machine; 



outputting said object with persistence information to said second machine; 



deleting said object from said first machine after said object is output from said first 



machine. 



7. 



The method of according to claim 6, further comprising the steps of: 



receiving said object with persistence information at a second processor on said second 
machine and 

interacting with said object, said interaction creating events, 

8. The method according to claim 7, further comprising the steps of: 
outputting said events and said objects with said persistence information to said first 

machine; 

reinstantiating said objects based on said persistence information; and 
handling said events as effecting said reinstantiated objects. 

9. A method for manipulating objects received at a first machine from a second 
machine, comprising the steps of: 

receiving at a first machine persistence information and an event from said second 
machine; 

instantiating an object based in part on said persistence information in said first machine; 
handling said event in combination with modifying said object; 
outputting said modified object to said second machine. 
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